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This toolkit provides activities and resources to assist practitioners in designing 
and delivering intensive interventions in reading and mathematics for K–12 
students with significant learning difficulties and disabilities. Grounded 
in research, this toolkit is based on the Center on Instruction’s Intensive 
Interventions for Students Struggling in Reading and Mathematics: A  
Practice Guide. 
The practice guide examines four considerations for  
intensifying interventions:
 • supporting cognitive 
processes,
 • differentiating and 
intensifying instructional 
delivery,
 • increasing instructional 
time, and
 • reducing group size.
Although progress monitoring 
of student learning is a critical 
step when implementing intensive interventions, this topic is outside the scope 
of the practice guide and, therefore, is not included in this toolkit. For more 
information about progress monitoring, see the websites of the National Center 
on Response to Intervention (www.rti4success.org) and the National Center on 
Intensive Intervention (www.intensiveintervention.org).
Purpose
This toolkit will facilitate the design and delivery of research-based intensive 
interventions. The tools provide both important information (summarized from 
Intensive Interventions for Students Struggling in Reading and Mathematics: 
A Practice Guide) and broad guidance to help practitioners learn about, plan 
for, implement, reflect on, and refine their delivery of intensive interventions. 
Because this toolkit offers broad guidance in each of these areas, teachers will 
This toolkit is based 
on the Center on 
Instruction’s publication 
Intensive Interventions 
for Students Struggling 
in Reading and 
Mathematics: A 
Practice Guide. Readers 
may find it helpful to 
review that document 
when preparing to use this toolkit. (www.
centeroninstruction.org)
4likely need to seek out and integrate information from other resources to fully 
plan and develop intervention lessons. 
This toolkit includes the following resources:
 • a professional development activity that illustrates how to intensify 
instructional delivery within interventions, 
 • an intervention planning worksheet that (a) guides practitioners 
through recommendations and considerations for intensifying interventions 
and (b) asks practitioners to record specific actions they will use to 
intensify interventions, 
 • a lesson reflection template for teachers to reflect on the instruction they 
provided during a particular intervention session and outline improvements 
for subsequent sessions, and 
 • a matrix of supplemental resources that practitioners can consult to 
extend learning about particular aspects of intensive interventions. 
Each tool includes an overview page that describes the tool’s purpose, 
required materials, and instructions for use. Examples of a completed planning 
worksheet and lesson reflection template have been provided as models; 
teachers may find these visualizations useful when completing their own 
planning worksheets and reflection documents. 
Intended	audience
The toolkit was developed with classroom teachers in mind; however, regional 
comprehensive centers, state departments of education, and other technical 
assistance providers might find that the tools and structured activities can make 
professional development sessions more interactive and dynamic. In addition, 
teacher educators might apply these activities and tools in their work with pre-
service teachers. 
Some of the terms used in this publication, such as cognitive processing, 
executive functions, and systematic instruction, may be unfamiliar to some 
readers. Although these terms are defined and described in Intensive 
Interventions for Students Struggling in Reading and Mathematics: A Practice 
Guide, practitioners may benefit from ongoing conversations with technical 
assistance providers and teacher educators to develop their understanding of 
these concepts. 
5Intended	use
This toolkit includes materials that support the implementation of intensive 
interventions; users may reproduce these materials as needed. In addition, 
users can download individual pieces of the toolkit (e.g., worksheets, templates) 
as electronic files (.docx) from the COI website. 
Although related, the tools are distinct and may be used apart from the 
others. Practitioners may use these tools in one of two ways:
 • use select tools independently and integrate them with existing resources 
and procedures at a campus to meet the unique contextual needs of the 
school and its students, or
 • use all tools in the suggested order presented in the toolkit (see the logic 
model below). Other existing tools, resources, and procedures at a campus 
may also be integrated as needed and desired. 
Intensive interventions should be conceptualized as a process, not a product. 
The following logic model depicts such a process for designing and delivering 
intensive interventions. Similar to the cyclical process used for data-based 
decision-making, ongoing learning, planning, implementation, reflection, and 
refinement are essential to effectively designing and delivering intensive 
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6Review and understand research-based information on the design 
and delivery of intensive interventions. 
It is essential that practitioners understand principles related to the effective 
delivery of instruction, support for students’ cognitive processes, and 
approaches for increasing learning time and decreasing instructional group 
size. These areas of research are summarized and translated into broad 
practice guidelines in Intensive Interventions for Students Struggling in 
Reading and Mathematics: A Practice Guide. The authors recommend that 
practitioners read this guide before using the tools in this toolkit.
The tool: Professional development activity: learning 
how to intensify instructional delivery supports practitioner 
understanding of intensive interventions. 
Collaboratively discuss considerations for designing and  
delivering intensive interventions and draft preliminary plans  
and action steps.
After practitioners have a solid understanding of what constitutes an effective 
intensive intervention, they may begin preliminary planning. This planning 
includes reviewing data for students who have not made sufficient progress 
in their current interventions and using this information to determine more 
appropriate intensive interventions.
The tool: Planning worksheet: Considerations for intensifying 
interventions assists educators with initial planning. 
Use information collected during the planning process to design 
and deliver intensive intervention lessons.
Using the information gathered during the collaborative planning process, 
practitioners can develop lesson plans, adapt current practices, and deliver 
responsive instruction for struggling students. 
Although this toolkit does not include a lesson-planning tool, practitioners  
can use the Planning Worksheet to identify instructional areas in  
need of intensification and apply this information to existing lesson- 
planning templates. 
I M P L E M E N T
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7Examine the delivery of an intensive intervention lesson,  
consider its effectiveness, and identify strengths and areas  
for improvement.
After implementing a carefully designed intensive intervention lesson, 
practitioners should consider what occurred during the lesson and its 
effectiveness in meeting students’ needs. This reflection should include 
determining students’ level of engagement during the lesson, identifying 
aspects of the lesson that were successfully intensified, and noting how to 
improve the lesson.
The tool: lesson reflection template: reflecting on the 
delivery of intensive interventions assists educators with 
reflection of their instructional practices. 
Use information gathered during the implementation of intensive 
interventions and subsequent reflection to improve instruction.
After initial implementation and reflection, practitioners may discover areas 
in need of improvement and seek out additional resources for support. 
Practitioners may need to acquire new information; adjust intervention group 
size, time, or instructional delivery; implement the refined intervention; and, 
once again, reflect and refine. 
The tool: supplemental resources guide: learning More 
about intensive interventions supports refinement of practice.
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examPle lesson 2: 
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examPle lesson 3: 





























lesson aDaPTeD To ProviDe more 











































P L A N
Planning worKsheeT:  

































which students need more intensive intervention? 
what are the instructional needs of these students? 
based on the information above, list the instructional focus of each group and the 
students who will participate.
P L A N
recommenDaTion 1: 
reduce instructional group size
(continued)
37
which students need more intensive intervention? 
Marcus, Jamie, Sandra, Elisa, Joe, Eugene, Julia
what are the instructional needs of these 
students? 
Marcus, Julia, Joe, and Eugene: Fluent with text 
reading but cannot remember what they read 
Sandra and Elisa: Difficulties with word and text 
reading but have excellent oral listening and 
comprehension skills 
Jamie: Difficulties with word reading, 
comprehension, and attention 
based on the information above, list the 
instructional focus of each group and the students 
who will participate. 
Group 1: Comprehension (Marcus, Julie,  
Joe, Eugene)
Group 2: Word study and text reading  
(Sandra, Elisa)
Group 3: Word study, comprehension, and 
self-regulation strategies (Jamie); because of 
Jamie’s very low reading ability and difficulties 










































recommenDaTion 2: increase learning Time
P L A N
(continued)
39
Previously, what were the length, frequency, and 
duration of the interventions for each student you 
listed for recommendation 1? 
30 minutes on Monday (M), Wednesday (W), 
Friday (F) each week for 10 weeks
what will be the new length, frequency, and 
duration of each intervention group listed for 
recommendation 1? 
Group 1: Comprehension (Marcus, Julia,  
Joe, and Eugene)—60 minutes on M, W, F  
for 20 weeks 
Group 2: Word study and text reading  
(Sandra and Elisa)—60 minutes on M, W, F  
for 20 weeks
Group 3: Word study, comprehension, and 
self-regulation (Jamie)—30 minutes in early 



























Previously, what were the length, frequency, and duration of the previous 
intervention(s) for each student you listed for recommendation 1? 
what will be the new length, frequency, and duration of each intervention group 
listed for recommendation 1?
40





















P L A N
recommenDaTion 3: support cognitive Processes
(continued)
41
how will you support students’ cognitive processes within each  
intervention group?
how will you support students’ cognitive processes within each  
intervention group? 
Group 1: Comprehension (Marcus, Julia, Joe, and Eugene) 
Explicitly teach the students to self-monitor while they read (e.g., identify when 
text does not make sense to them, identify words they don’t know that prevent 
comprehension of the sentence or passage).
Incorporate graphic organizers for students to complete and refer to while they 
read (e.g., recording predictions or questions about the text before they read, 
generating story maps, recording information to generate a main idea).
Group 2: Word study and text reading (Sandra and Elisa)
As Sandra and Elisa work on increasing their accuracy with word and text reading, 
I will help them set goals and chart their progress. 
Group 3: Word study, comprehension, and self-regulation (Jamie)
Because Jamie is working on improving word reading, fluent text reading, and 
comprehension, I will use a combination of the self-monitoring and goal-setting 
strategies used in groups 1 and 2. I will also help Jamie with improving her 
attention by teaching her ways to self-monitor her behavior.
examPle
42
ask yourself: is your delivery of instruction sufficiently intense to meet the learning 


























P L A N
recommenDaTion 4: intensify instructional Delivery
(continued)
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how will you intensify and differentiate instructional delivery within each 
intervention group? 
how will you intensify and differentiate instructional delivery within each 
intervention group? 
Group 1: Comprehension (Marcus, Julia, Joe, and Eugene) 
I will provide explicit instruction on strategies for monitoring comprehension by 
modeling my use of them with think-alouds to demonstrate each step, provide 
group practice with teacher support, and provide specific feedback on tasks 
students do well and those that need improvement. 
Group 2: Word study and text reading (Sandra and Elisa)
I will provide explicit, systematic instruction on word study, making sure that I 
introduce letter/sound rules and combinations in a sequence that makes sense and 
builds from simple to complex. I also will provide many practice opportunities for 
applying letter/sound rules and combinations to word and text reading. Sandra and 
Elisa may also engage in partner reading activities that allow both girls to practice, 
monitor, and provide feedback on fluent reading of words and text. 
Group 3: Word study, comprehension, and self-regulation (Jamie)
I will use the same instructional practices mentioned above for Jamie because she 
needs instruction in word study, fluent text reading, and comprehension, but she 
will most likely need to spend more time on each skill and engage in more practice 
activities than the other students.
examPle
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R E F L E C T
lesson reflecTion TemPlaTe:  
























intervention Provider: Date: 
intervention group: length of session: number of students:
instructional focus:   




how Did i support cognitive Processing?
















R E F L E C T
(continued)
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how Did i intensify instructional Delivery?



















how did i provide multiple opportunities for 






















how did i provide corrective feedback to 








how did i incorporate independent practice 










intervention Provider: Angeline Hurrea Date: 04/25/12
intervention group: Comprehension (Group 1) length of session: 60 minutes number of students: 4
instructional focus:  
Students will preview a narrative text and set a purpose for reading by generating questions they want the text to answer.




how Did i support cognitive Processing?










Introduced the story web and 
explained that we would use it 
to record our questions.
Explained that students will 
preview the story by reading 
the title and looking at 
pictures before reading.
X Model how to 
generate a question 
and record it on the 
story web before 
students do. Think 
aloud about my 
process for generating 
a question. Some were 
confused, even though 
we did it together.






Led guided practice (“we 
do”) throughout the lesson.
Reminded students to look 






















Forgot about doing this! 
Provided generic feedback 
like “good job” or  
“keep trying.”
X Tell students exactly 
how and why they 
are doing a good job 
(e.g., reading text 
carefully while keeping 
a question in mind).
how Did i intensify instructional Delivery?






Discussed importance of 
reading with a purpose.
Explained that we would do 
a “book walk” and come up 
with questions that we want 
the story to answer.
Provided guided practice.
Supported learning goal  
with graphic organizer  
(story web).
X Model how to 
generate a question 
and record it on the 
story web before 
students do it. Some 
were confused about 
what to do, even 















Guided students through 
each step of instruction: 
read title, looked at pictures, 
wrote questions on the 
story web, read text, and 
searched for answers.
X Could review all the 
questions the students 
have generated right 
before reading the 
text together.
how did i provide multiple opportunities for 








Students were engaged 
during all practice 
opportunities (each 
student was responsible for 
generating questions). All 
students read text aloud.
X Provide more specific 
feedback to each 
student (see below).








Forgot about doing this! X Provide feedback to 
students while they are 
engaged in the process 
of generating questions 
and reading for the 
purpose of answering 
those questions (e.g., 
read text carefully 
while keeping a 
question in mind). 
(continued)
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how did i provide corrective feedback to 








Because students were 
engaged in guided practice, 
immediate feedback was 
provided to each student 
after they generated a 
question or answered a 
question on the story web. 
If questions were answered 
incorrectly, I provided 
feedback to help them 
reread text.
X
how did i incorporate independent practice 
after students began to develop mastery of a 
new skill?
N/A
(The purpose of this lesson 
was to introduce how to use 
a story web to help students 
keep track of questions 
and read for a purpose. 
Students will be ready for 




overall lesson reflecTion QuesTions
Did	all	students	appear	engaged	during	the	lesson?
All students appeared engaged during the lesson—they really seemed to enjoy using the graphic organizer! Reminding students to 
find the answers to the questions they had generated really made them active readers. 
Marcus had the most difficulty developing questions and staying on task while reading. I may need to provide additional scaffolding 
and practice opportunities for him. 
In	what	ways	did	I	successfully	intensify	the	lesson?
Previously, these students were in a larger intervention group and had only 30 minutes per session. By reducing the group size, I 
was able to give each student more attention and provide supports. The extended time allowed me to provide even more practice 
opportunities for each student, which really seemed to make a difference. 
How	could	I	have	improved	the	lesson?
Overall, I need to do a better job of connecting my feedback to the learning goals of the lesson and providing specific feedback 
rather than general praise or corrections. I think this type of feedback may accelerate students’ learning because they will know 
exactly what they are doing well and what they need to work on. 
Also, although I provided students with multiple opportunities for practice during the guided practice time, I think students would enjoy 
working in pairs, which would increase their opportunities for practice even more. I may provide one more session where we generate 
questions and read for answers together, and then I will be able to let them practice in pairs while I monitor for understanding. After 
that, students can engage in independent practice.
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R E F I N E
suPPlemenTal resources guiDe:  
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intensive reading interventions for struggling readers in 













































mathematics instruction for students with learning 













































































































































































srsD: using learning strategies to enhance student 









synopsis of “improving comprehension of expository 































































a synopsis of “a synthesis of empirical research on 













































synopsis of “writing next: effective strategies to 
















































using student center activities to Differentiate reading 
instruction: a guide for Teachers
www.centeroninstruction.org/using-student-center-activities-to-
differentiate-reading-instruction-a-guide-for-teachers
Description:					This	guide	describes	a	wide	range	of	student	
center	activities	to	engage	students	in	
differentiated	reading	activities	during	small-group	
work.	The	activities	target	specific	skills,	scaffold	
student	learning,	and	provide	engaging	practice	
to	extend	student	learning	and	increase	the	time	
focused	on	critical	reading	skills	at	all	levels	of	
reading	proficiency.	Originally	prepared	for	use	in	
Florida	schools,	these	activities	are	appropriate	in	
any	elementary	school	context	and	are	consistent	
with	scientific	research	on	reading	instruction.
format: 										PDF
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